
CH2MI-tILL 3/4/97

Comments - CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan - Volume h EcologicaI Zone
Visions - Pages 329 - 408 - In-house Working Draft. February 24,1997

General comment: Language in the Actions v~2es from "should’s" to "would be’s" to
"could be’s" to "will be’s". Should these be n~’~de more consistent tluoughout? Is the plan
saying these actions will be done, or are these recommendations for actions?

General ¢omrnenV. Population graphs should be labeled as estimated escapement in the
watershed, or whatever populavion estimate it actually is. Flow graphs sl~ould be labeled
with the time period of record.

Page 380 - column 1 - bullet 3 - include only Mokelumne River (adequate riparian habitat
along the Calaveras and. Cosumnes rivers).

Page 380 - c. 1 - bullets 5 and 6 - line 6 - ">" should be replaced with ">_".

Page 380 - c. 2 - last paragraph- add delta smelt to sentences 1 and 3.

Page 33! - c. 2 - paragraph ! - delete poaching.

Page 331 - grades - P’ipan’.’an and SRA should be rated a "B". Delete gravel recruitment,
water temperatu.re, and predation and ¢omt~etition - hhese haven’t been identified as
problems here.

Page 331 - Unimpaired flow graph is missing.

l~age 333 - c. 1 - Vision o paragraph 1 - change "unscreened diversions" to "screened
di’v’erSlOns .

Page 333 - c. 2- l~:st incomplete sentence - change "and improvements in gravel recruitm, ent
and riparian habi!~%s" to" and es~ab~kme_v,t of a riparian protection zone".

Page ,333 - c. 9__ In, ease flows - are development of new water supplies or water t~ansfers
viable options in the Cosumnes River basin? With only sm~J! diver~ers, willing s~es wilt
probably be the only way to increase flows. Change "late fall" to "fa]!".

Fage 334 - c. 1 - Add another bullet: "L-nprove f~sh passage at sm~,d.I diversion dan~:
Remove diversion dams during migration period or provide adequate condifons for
passage."

Fage 334 - c. 1 - last sen~e~*,ce - poorly wri~en - &ange to "... salmon and steelb.ea4 hhrougl~
improvements in s~eamr’low, riparian and shaded riverine aquatic habitat, gravel
recnitmen~, fish passage, and reducfi.on in preda~n, illegal harvest, ~-w~d ea~t~unen~ at
diversions".

Page 334 - grades - The 1996 Prindples of Agreement for the !ower Mokelumne River,
already imp!emented by EBMLrD, provides for a much improvecl flow regime on the river,
wifh provisions for adapfve management of flows. The resource agencies have signed t.he
POA, and although it’s a negotiated se~lement, the flows have been agreed upon. EBM’UD
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iustifiably ~ hit ~e too# i~ they see CALF£D has rated this flow re~e an "F’. I’d rate it
more like a "B-". Contaminants should be added to the ~ades, ,~rith a "D" ratk~g.

Page 336 - ¢. o_. Irst sentence - add delta smelt in with Amer. shad and s~ped bass.

Page 337 - c. l - paraB’zaph 2 - Pzindples of Agreement signed in 1996.

Page 338 - c, 1 - Irst incomplete sentence - add in delta smelt :[rst ¢omplele sentence -
change to "Restoration of a st-zearaflow ]pallern which meets the habitat needs of
anadromous and resident native .~-Lshes wi]! be important". (don’t necessarily want a
"natu~al" streamflow pattera)

Page 338 - c. I - 3rd complete sentence - delete "more natural".

Page 3.38 - c. 2 - Increase flows - need reference for DFG ,flows - DFG (1993) - DFG has
probably made a lot of di£erant flow recommendations over the yea~s. Need to re£erence
~he local/on o~ streamflo~ t~rgets (Highway 99). Normal year .flows should be 300 - 450,
October through Ju..ue. The statemen~ that these flows should be provided "only when
knflows to Pardee are at these levels" is very weas{!y and doesn’~ make much sense. Inflows
to Pazd.ee may be much lower than current releases at certain times of the year - does this
smtemen~ mean that releases can be cut back to iraflo~, levels a~ any time? Tkis wording
would, not necessarily protect water supply, either, since releasin~ up to the cunent
level may cat into s~ora~e avai!able for later use. In systems with large reservoir storage
capacities relative to the basin runoff, it doesn’t make sense to relate zeal-t-line Lnfiow to
downstream flow releases.

Pa~e 338 - c. 1 - add in a bullet: "Improve water temperature regime: An evaluation ~vill be
made o~ the potential for im.provement of the water temperatzL~e regime to benefit key
resOurCeS through re!ease o£ szt~£idertt instream flows, hnuproved reservoir z~mna~ement
and/or the use o£ temperate.re control devices."

Page ,359 - bullet I - Vegetation planting will be required.

Pa~e 339 - c. 2 - add bullets: "l<educe illegal harvest of salmon and steelhead: Addiiionai
law eru~orcement, incentives for reporting violai~ons, and educat£on pro~-zarns WiTL! be
implemented to reduce illegal harvest" "Reduce losses due to input of contaminants:
water quality, monitorin~ program should be established, and Cam~nche Dam releases
should be managed ~o oplimize water qua]iV."

Page 340 - para~aph I - change vision to " CAL£ED’s vision for the Calaveras River is to
restore more consistent runs of wk~ter and/or fall-~um chinoo!< salmon and the
processes ~,at support their habitat."

Pa~e 540 - ~rades - Delete riparian ve~etatiort, ~avel recraib:nent, predation and
competition, ilie~al harvest, and SILA. (or leave them M, bat with an A or B ~rade). These
have never been identified as problems here. Rip~ian habitat is adequate along the
Calaveras. S%reanui:iow should not be rated an "~;" since operation of New Hogan Dam
improved flows in many months and may have increased the £equency of salmon rums in
the river.
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Page 341 - I-Iistoric monthly flow ~raph - this ~aph is kind of n, isleading, since most of the
wa~er is dive,ted before i~ reaches the mouth o~ d~e river. This ~aph makes the flow
side, ion look be~er than it actually is for fish.

Page ~I - ¢. 1 - Vision - delete gravel recruitment, riparian improvement:, and add water
temperab~re regime.

Page 342 - c. ! - Increase flows - Specific flows were not identL~ied for this river in DPG
(1993). There are flows identi#ied in the ~irm~d: AFRP - should these be spelled out here for
consis~emcy wi+.h other rivers? Where did these pulse flows come from? Is r_here any
supporting dam for these? Are these timed right to benefit winter-run salmon? Since New
Hogan Dam has increased flows in the lower river in many months over unimpaired flows,
limiting flow releases to inflows ~ New Hogan may no[ make sense.

Page 542 - delefe "Improve gavel spawning h~bilm~" bulle~ - ~ hasn’~ been identified as
lirnii~ng factor on this river. Dele.+e "riparian habitat" references from nex~ bullet. Add
bullet for "In,prove water tempera~re regime".

Page 342 - last bullet- establishing a loc~l re~torai~on conservancy, - would there testily be
any interest in this basin ~or ~his? The lower reaches o~ the river are ~lood con~ol canals -
who’s going [o be par~ of ~is conservancy?

Page 3~5 - grades here don’~ match the ~ades in ~e s~eam visions.

Page 3~6 - lrst paragraph- iVlokelumne ~ve~ ~mrge~ - A "nai~a1" streamflow pa~ern
should not be the t~rget, since the ~okelumne is a highly regulated system and fall flows
have been increased with the dams ~ pl~ce ~e~er upstrem-a mig~m :~ng conditions now
exist for fail-ha). It is inconsistent to recommend that the flows in the POA be
implemented ~nd evaluated and th~ the DI=G (i[993) flows be provided. V~q~ich is
recommending? The vision section recommended the DFG (11993) flows with no reference
to the POA flows.

2nd paragraph - Calmveras River ~arge~ - i~’o minimum flows were ~ecommended for
C_,alaveras ILiver by DFG (1993). Origin of pulse flow recommenda~ons? Would +,.best sLill
be needed if there were no armdromous fish in the river in a particular year?

Page 346 - c. 2 - Action #2.- Will new water supplies be developed on the Cosum~nes River7
During the summer months, mos~ of ~he stream is dry under naL~ral conditions.

Page 3~-6 - c. 2 - iRa~ion~le - Irs~ paragraph - Fai! flows on the MokeiLur-ue and Ca.lmveras
rivers have been incm~secl by wa~er project.

Page 3~7 - c. 2 - paragraph 1[ - Recommending a pulse flow on the C, alaveras River for
purpo~es doesnq: make sense. Since &e lower river con~isf~ of flood control channels,
wil! take more than water there to support the natur~l s~ean~ meander. E×is~iug gravel
supply is adeque~e and a dense ripari~ canopy exists. On ~e Moke!umne Rive.~, a late
Feb~_~a~y/early March pulse is too early [o improve downs~e~m n~gration of
chinook or improve af~rac~on of adult fail-r~m chinook. Is there any data to support these
flow levels?

Page 3/&7 - c. 2 - Gr~vel recru~nen~ target for C~ver~s Rivem - gravel recruitment h~s not
been ~denti~ed as a ’limiting factor on the river by DFG or USPWS.
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Page 349 - c. 2 - P.A. #2 - delete Calaveras Riven

Page 352 - Unscreened diversions - in Vision, it states tlmt" all ~eened and
inadequately screened diversions will be screened with l~OSitive screens." On 352, c. 2, last
action states "evah~ate the feasibility, of installing s~e-of-the-art fish screens on small
pump diversions". This is inconsistent- is the report recommending a!l or just the larger
diversions be screened?

Page 353 - c. 1 - lrst action - poorly worded.

Page 353 - c. 2 - Target- Change "Reduce poor water quality problen’~..." to" Improve
water qua.~ty...".

Page 363 - c. 2 - paragraph 1 - delete lrst sentence (already in c.

Page 363 - c. 2 - last paragraph - delete "Irst~eam sand and gavel n-~-fingo.." sentence.
There is no instream mining on the tributaries and be ~but’aries are covered in another
ZOl’lfi,

Page 364 - c, 1 - 2rid complete para~aph and lrst paragraph colun,,r, 2 - delete - ".~so
needed ,#J! be...modificafions of the flood control system described above." As I
understand it, the current discussions of floodplain re-establishment includes only the
downstream of the Merced River confluence.

Page 365 - c. 1 - paragraph 3 - No instream mining ~un, ently occurs in this reach -
abandoned or active pits are outside t~he active cha_,w.e!.

Page 365 - c. 2 - paragraph 2 - !ucIude these agendes as participating in flood
discussions: USBR, DI~G, NRCS.

Page 369 - Looks ~ike the £ormat here is different from previous chapter - "AppIic,~ble
ecological subufftts" axe Lu¢tuded and *’Action" replaced "PROGP~, ~\’OvbS. ’ TIC ACTION".

Page 371 - ¢, 2 - Taxget here is to reduce ent~,’,inment by 50 % - this is inconsistent with other
areas (where 100% is fl-npIied).

Page 375 - paxagraph ~ - delete "fish passage" - not an issue here. Change all ze£erences in
the zone to "steelhead" to "rainbow aout/steelheah". The existence of anadromous
steelhead in the zone has not been confirmed. Delete "natural" when referring to
stream/low.

Page 375 - c. 2, Iast bullet- 50% reduction it-, entrainment - inconsistent with other
seceions?

Page 376 - c. 1 - bullets 5 and 6 - Second ">" should be a ">_.".

Page ~76 - c. 1 - Is the~:e a ~eason that late fal!-run evalua~on was omitt=,d?

Page 377- grades - Streandlow should be a "D". Delete fish passage - not a problem here.
Add Contaminants, with a "B".

Page 38~[ - c. 2 - Increase flows - Here, AFRF flows are recommended instead of ’DI:G (1993)
flows recommended £or most of the other streams. Were draft AFRP flows used for the
CVP streams and DFG flows used for the othexs? Is this inconsisten%? On page 37g, the
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DI=G flow recommendations are mentioned, but on page 381, the AI~RP flows are
recommended. Tulloch Dam should be changed to Goodwin Dan% The duration of the
pulse flow recommendation should be specified - is it for a 2-day period or a 80-d~y period?
The s[afemen[" Such flows would be provided only when inflows to NMR are at these
levels" is a weak way to sot%on the previous recommendation and it doesn’t nmke much
sense. Tl-ds will not protect ~vater supply - jus~ becatu~e Lnflow is adequate to cover the
release requirement, it doesn’t mean tha~ it won’% cut into supplies that could have been
stored for later use. The repor~ should let %he flow recommendation s[and or delete it. Due
to the very large storage capacity comp~ed to basin runoff, and the variety of purposes for
whid~ releases are made, tying a release recornmendaton [o reaI-ame h’dlow
reservoir doesn’t make sense. This comment applies to all three San ~oaquin River basin
~ibutaries.

Page 381 - c. 2 - Under Improve stream channel bulle~., sho "v!d add something about
restoring channe! morphology in areas where past gravel mining activities te~t large
abandoned pffs in the channel (which cause stream warming, provide predato~ habi~a~, and
disorient up and downstream radiating fish). This applies to other San ~oaquiu tribu~ries
also.

Page ~81 - Need separate bullets for ~ improvemen~ of water [emperamres (which is no~
only a flow issue), introduced species control, and conmminan[s. Th~ applies to all San
Joaquin tributaries.

Page 382 - lrst incomplete paragraph - Vegetation res[oration (replanting) will be needed.
(Applies ~o all San ~oacluin tributaries).

Page 382 - c. 1 - 3rd bullet- "Establish a local restoration corservancy..." The polio/ca!
atmosphere regarding fishery conservation is veu different in the Sm~ ~oaciuin Rive,-" basin
than in the Sacramen[o Valley. The repor~ doesn’t appear to be sensitive to that - CALPED
should not ~ecommend es[ab "~hmen% of ¢onservancies modeled after the ones on
Deer creeks on the San Joaquin ~bs - it won’t happen - the attitudes and parhcipaaon will
be very different. I~ would be better to recommend "d~at existing efforts in the San J~aquiu
basin b~ expanded [o include a broader based ¢onstieaency instead of saying that brand
new groups should be formed modeled af2er the Sac. River groups.

Page 382 - Is improvement of the fine sediment budget adequately covered by [!ze actions
here? (Improvement o~ land managemen~ and livestock grazing practices, e~c.) This applies
to all San ~oaquin River ~ribumries.

Page ~83 - grades ’ Streamflows in new PERC agreement (currently in effect) are a big
improvement over existing conditions o ModlD/TID will be justifiably enzaged to see the
new flow regime graded a "D". The agreement was the produ~ o~ long negotiations and
has been signed by the resource agencies. I’d give it maybe a "B-". Other grades should
be: Water temp. - C (in some cases, i~’s be~e: than the natural ~i~a~ion), Riparian and SILa. -
C~ Unscreened diversions - C, Channel confdg. - C, Fish passage - delete - not an issue on
the Tuolumne.

Page 384 - c, 1 - paragraph 2- 40,000 fish re ,turned in 1985, not in 1995.
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P~ge 3B6 - D~G flows have been mostly me: by ~e new FERC agreement on the TuoILunne.
Add referen=e (DFG 1993) - DFG has probably- m~de a lot of ~faren~ ~ow
r~ommendafio~ over ~e years. Sp~ fl~e d=aflon of ~e pu~a flow - 2 days or 30 days?

Page ~87 - c. 1 - b~et 2 - p~a~aph 2 - lrs~ s~ce should be ~anged ~o "It may be
des~able to supplem~ faH-~ c~ook s~on pop~a~o~ ~ ~e S~ Joaq~ ~ver b~
~ough ad~aonal a~fici~ produc~on." I ~ders~d ~a~ ~e new hat,ha7 on ~e
Tuot~e wotd be ~ed to suppI~t pop~tafiom fin ~e ~e 5~ ;oaq~ bas~ - ~e
popiafion on ~e Tuol~e ~ea<v ~ ~d~ suppl~ted ~ re!eases ~om
Merced ~ver Hattie,. ~d s~t~ce - add "ad~ong" ~ore ~dal

Page 388 - gades - delete fish passage.

Page 389 - c. 2-1~ sen~e - ~ge to "As ~ ~e 5~laus md Tuol~e ~vezs,
pres~ce of ~a pop~aGo~ of Iate-f~ r~ ct~,ook s~on ~d ste~aad has not been

Page 392 - ¢. 2- A~ons - lrs~ ~He~- ~ese are no~ ~ OPG ~ow z~o~da~om -
~e ~e e~g ~RC Hceme Howe - ~e co=ec~ gows should ~ pu~ in. Again, s~ec~
p~se How d~afion.

Page 39~ - c. 2 - ~rs~ sentence - Shoul~’~ promise ~o zes[ore gravel pi~ [o "na~"
condi~om -wouId have m move a mo~ of ~te~1 m do dmt- replace ~
~eI pi~ ~ea[ad by p~t ~ave! ~g aortaes ~ ~ restored to ~pzove up ~d
dowm~e~ passage of ~,ook s~on, reduce s~e~ w~ ~d reduce predaGon on
juve~e sa~,o~ds.

Page ~94 - Pa~ways ~o V~on - sentence I - change ~o: "Eas[ S~)oaq~ Bas~" Eco. Zone.

Page ~96 - p~a~aph I - s=e~ repea~ed

Page 396 - Delete "~h p~sage" ~der S~essoz ~eso~ce ~emmn~ (o~y ~sue ~ s~a~g
~d ~ffs covered ~ ~e ~tem S~)oaq~ ~ver v~sion).

Page ~97 - ~ades - delete ~h passage - change grades ~ reco~ded pre~io~- for each
~sion.

Page B98 - c. I - T~get. S~isla~s ~ver - T~och shoed be repla=ed with "~oodw~"

Page 398 - c. 2- T~ge~- Merced .River - replace =d ~eference ~e DYG (1998)

Page 398 - c. 2 - Sp~g P~se Ylows - wh~ refe~g to s~ped bass =d ~eMcan shad,
s~te "do~m=e~ ~ ~e m~tem San)oaq~ ~vez" - ~ese spedes do no~ occur wi~x
~e zone. No one I~ t~ed recenHy a~ aH abou.[ r~to~g sprig ~ to ~e bas~ - where
did ~ come from?

Page 399 - c. 1 - P.A. #2 - Chmge "~p~ttad" m "~eg~" - ~Fa~ ~versio~ ~e legal.
but don’t req~e a wa~e~ ~gh[

Page 400 - ~st sentence - ch~ge ~o "~e p~ flow reco~endafion was based on
(~p~ad) flows ~ ~e Iower S~sla~ River."

Page ~5 - c. 1 - Rafion~e - l~st sen%ence - TP~ appSes to ~ 5~ ~oaq~ ~ibs, not ~ust
Merced River. 6~ sent~ce - delete "O~her spies...." to flxe ~d of ~e p~a~aph. S~ped

D--026475
D-026475



bass, American shad, and brown trout do no~ occu~ in ~he zone; rainbow ~rout preda~on
has never been identified as a limiting factor.

Page 40S - c. l - Target- Target is 30% entrainment reduction; it’.s I00 % or all diversions in
the vision section. Inconsistent.

Page ~0S - ¢. 2 - F~h Passage section - delete - straying problem covered in the mainstem
San ~oaquin River section, and there axen’t any temporary diversion dams in the zone.

In Volume II - Resource V~sions - Pa~es 7 - 8 - These grades ~or st~e~mg.ow don’ t merck
those in %he text of V~s~ons for each s~ream.
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